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New connecls

- Single Line 2/11197C DI mapping requirements received from AT&T on 1/13/97. Development ot this
lunctionality with straight line directory listings was completed on 2/1/97. S\ 131

is currently performing internal testing. **

- Multi-Line (Less Than 30 Lines) 21/97C EDE mapping requirements received from AT&T on 1/13/97. Development ol this
functionality with straight line directory listingg was completed on 2/1/97. S\ 111
is currently performing internal testing. >4

- Projects (Large Job - add’l 97T Pre-order information must be requested prior to sending a firm order via DI '
facilities/coordinated work elfort Prelininary definitions of business scenarios and documentation provided to A1 X |
required - need SWBT criteria) 3/6/97. AT&T and SWBT have agreed (o mutually negotiate an implementation

date for this funclionality that may be beyond 6/1/97.

Disconnects 1/1/97 Development of this functionality is complete. SWBT internal testing completed
Ready for testing by 1.SPs.*?

Change Orders

- Add/Disc Class Features 3/1-4/1/97C Development of this functionality is complete. SWBT is currently performing
intemal testing. >*

- Simple Number Change 3/1/97C Development of this functionality is complete. SWBT is currently performing
intemmal testing. **

- Add/Disc Blocking 3/1-4/1/971C Development of this functionality is complete. SWBT is currently performing
internal testing. ** o

- PIC and Local PIC Change 4/1/97C Development of the functionality for PIC Change is complete. SWBT is cunicatly

performing internal testing. ' Development of Local PIC Change functionality -,
complete and will be made available when equal access (o Intral ATA toll is

1“Ready for Testing by LSPs" means SWBT has performed internal sysiem programming to establish electronic interface capability, and developed necessary data fickis so
the EDI interface testing can begin between SWBT and the LSP. SWBT and AT&T arc working 10 mutually develop requirements where OBF/EDI standards have not been
developed. SWBT is ready for testing and believes testing should be initiated prior to complete definition of available codescts.

' On 2/6/97 additional requirements were identificd for Bill-on situations. Programming is currently being rewoiked to accommodate these new requitements  Completion 1
pending receipt of documentation from AT&T for a new codesct on an existing EDI field.

‘SWBT and AT&T agreed on 2/6/97 1o use SWBT USOC'’s and FIDs in lieu of incomplete national codesets. All additional features not previously mapped to featie code vl
be defined by SWBT.



Pape Lol B
- ’ 1 implemented. e j -
- Add/Disc Essential Lines 3/1-4/1197C Pending definition of business scenarios and USOC/FID feature code mapping:
according to AT&T product priority list. > *
- Add/Disc Additional Lines 3/1-4/1/97C Development of this functionality is complete. SWBT is currently performing
- internal testing. **
- Directory Listing Changes 4/1/97C Development of this functionality for straight line listings is complete. SWB L icady

for internal testing for straight line listings. > EDI mappings for non-straight Line
listings have not been defined. AT&T and SWBT will mutually establish
capabilities beyond straight-line testing outside of the implementation plan.

- Suspend/Restore Non-Payment 1/1/97 Development of this functionality is complete. SWBT intemal testing complcicd
Ready for testing by LSPs.™’ 7
- Suspend/Resltore Vacation Svc. 1/1/97 Development of this functionality is complete. SWBT internal testing compleicd
Ready for testing by 1.SPs *’
Records Only Order 4/1/197C Development of this functionality is complete. SWBT internal testing completcd
Ready for testing by 1.SPs ***
T&F Order 41197C Development of this functionality is complete for T orders with a straight line

dircctory listing. SWB'T internal testing completed. Ready for testing by | SPs ¢
:DI mappings for non-straight line listings have not been defined.

NON-POTS SERVICE ORDERS

PBX Trunks 6/1/97T Documentation to define business scenarios and ordering requirements provided 1o
AT&T 3/10/97. Pending review by AT&T. EDI mapping must be completed
DID Trunks 6/1/97TF Documentation to define business scenarios and ordering requirements provided to

AT&T 3/10/97. Pending review by AT&T. EDI mapping must be completed '

1“Ready for Testing by LSPs" means SWBT has performed imernal system programming to establish clectionic interface capability, and developed necessary data ickds so tha
the EDI interface testing can begin between SWBT and the LSP. SWBT and AT& T are working 1o mutually develop tequirements where OBF/EDI standards have not been
developed. SWBT is ready for testing and believes tesling should be initiated prior to complete definition of available codesets.

' On 2/6/97 additional requirements were identified for Bill-on situations. Programming is currently being seworked to accommodate these new requitesients. Completion .
pending receipt of documentation from AT&T for a new codeset on an existing EDI field.

‘SWHBT and AT&T agreed on 2/6/97 to use SWBT USOC's and FiDs in lieu of incomplete national codesets. Al additional featuses not previously mapped to fcatime codde . will
be defined by SWBT.
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Plexar mmrr Functionality is not acheivable by target date. SWBT continues to be concerncd
about the difficuliies of establishing an electronic interface which could suppoii ali
the numerous codes required for this unique and extremely complex order type
SWIBT handles this order type with manual, customer interactive processes. |hese
processes should be used on LSP orders as well so that quality is assured and paiity
is maintained. AT& T and SWBT have agreed to mutually negotiate an
implementation date for this functionality that may be beyond 6/1/97.
Digiline/ISIDN 1797 IFunctionality is not acheivable by target date. SWB'T continues to be concerned
about the diflicullies of establishing an electronic interface which could suppoit all
the numerous codes required for this unique and extremely complex order type
SWHT handles this order type with manual, customer interactive processes. | hese
processes should be used on LSP orders as well so that quality is assured and parity
is maintained. AT&T and SWBT have agreed to mutually negotiate an
implementation date for this functionality that may be beyond 6/1/97.

Semi-Public Phones 11/97C SWRBT internal testing completed for the line function. Ready for testing by
LSPs 2 SWI'T USOC/FID mapping for additional feature codes in progiess
according to AT&T product priority list.

MegalLink (T1.5) 719771 Functionality is not achievable by target date. SWBT continues to be concernced
about the difficulties of establishing an electronic interface which could support all
the numerous codes required for this unique and extremely complex order type
SWRBT handles this order type with manual, customer interactive processes. These
processes should be used on 1.SP orders as well so that quality is assured and pasity
is maintained. AT&T and SWBT have agreed to mutually negotiate an
implementation date for this functionality that may be beyond 6/1/97.

1uReady for Testing by LSPs” means SWBT has performed internal system programming to establish elecionic intesface capability, and developed necessary data fields -l
the EDI interface testing can begin between SWHBT and the LSP. SWBT and AT& T are working to mutually develop requirements where OBEF/EDI standasds have not beon
developed. SWBT is ready for testing and believes testing should be initiated prior 1o complete definition of available codescis

' On 2/6/97 additional requirements were identified for Bill-on situations. Programming is currently being reworked to accommodate these new sequircinents Completion .
peading receipt of documentation from AT& T for a new codeset on an existing EDI ficld.

‘SWBT and AT&T agreed on 2/6/97 10 use SWBT USOC's and FIDs in lieu of incomplete national codesets. All additional features not previously mapped to feature coto - wall
be defined by SWBT.
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OTIHER - SERVICE ORDER -
COMPONENTS
Multi -Line Hunting 4/1/97C Documentation to define business scenarios and ordering requirements ploividnl o
AT&T 3/10/97. Pending review by AT&T. EDI mapping must be completed '
Preferential Hunting 3/1/97C Documentation to define business scenarios and ordering requirements provided 1o
AT& 1 3/10/97. Peading review by AT&T. EDI mapping must be completed. *
Transfer of Calls - Network Intescept | 1/1/97 Development of TEC functionality is complete. For Disconnect orders, SWi3 |
internal testing is completed and SWBT is ready for testing by 1.SPs.?**
SWBT is currently performing internal testing for TFC functionality associated
with Change and T&F orders.
Toll Billing Exception (alternatively | 1/1/97 Development of this functionality is complete. SWBT internal testing completed.
billed calls) Ready for testing by 1.SPs.>** 7
Handicap Services 1/1/97 Handicap services on Change orders and New Connect orders will be effective
when those order types are implemented. SWB'T USOC/FID mapping in progicss
according to the AT&T product priority list.>* .
ComCall 4/1/197C Development of this functionality is complete. The SWB'T USOC/FID mappiny:
was completed 3/3/97 > |
Future Expected Delivery Date 4/1/97C Development of this functionality is complete and available for any straight-line
(EDD) listing scenario.
Conversion When Final Bill Address Development of this functionality is complete. Ready for testing by LSPs. !
Is Foreign PO 4/1/91C ]

'“Ready for Testing by LSPs” means SWBT has performed intemnal system programming 10 establish clectronic interface capability, and developed necessary data ficlds so il
the EDI interface testing can begin between SWBT and the LSP. SWBT and AT&T are working to mutually develop requirements where OBI/EDIE standards have not been
developed. SWBT is ready for testing and believes testing should be initiated prior 1o compleie definition of available codesets.

' On 2/6/97 additional requirements were identified for Bill-on situations. Programming is curvently being reworked to acconunodate these new requitements. Complction 1.
pending receipt of documentation from AT&T for a new codeset on an existing EDI ficld.

‘SWBT and AT&T agreed on 2/6/97 to use SWBT USOC's and Fil)s in licu of incomplete national codesets  All additional lealures not previously mapped 10 featmic code . will
be defined by SWBT.,
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DIRECTORY LISTINGS

Directory Listing (Straight Line)

Development complete for straight line disectory listings. Ready for internal

- White 2/1191C
SWBT testing.*

- Yellow N/A

Directory Listing Other Than

Straigt Line

- White 21/97C EDI mappings for non-straight line listings have not been defined. ’ AT&'T and
SWHT will mutually establish capabilities beyond straight-line testing outside of
the implementation plan.

- Yellow N/A

Directory Osder Changes Prior to

Publishing '

- White N/A

- Yellow N/A

Directory White Pages (Non-SWBT | N/A

Areas)

Directory Expedite

' On 2/6/97 additional requirements were identificd for Bill-oa situations. Programming is currently being reworked to accommodate these new requirements. Complenon 1.
pending receipt of documentation from AT&T for a new codese on an existing EDI field. B B




IFape B ol 8

- White N/A
- Yellow N/A
POST SERVICE ORDER EDI
TRANSACTIONS

Supplemental Orders

FFirm Order Confirmation (FOC) 41/97C Development of this functionality is complete. -On 2/6/97 additional requitements
were identified for Bill-on situations. Initial coding for Bill-on situations
completed. SWB'T internal testing in progress.

Jeopardies 9 1By 4/1/97, SWIT will provide missed appointment information via the EDI E5S
transaction. SWRBT is exploring the data available for jeopardy information. A
manual process to provide the infonmation by phone, when and where available, 1

contemplated.
Rejects 171/97 Development of this functionality is complete. SWBT internal testing compleicid
Ready for testing by 1.SPs? o
Order Completion 1/1/97 Development of this functionality is complete. On 2/6/97 additional requircments

were identified for Bill-on situations. Initial coding for Bill-on situations
completed. SWB'T intémal testing in progress.

2<Ready for Testing by LSPs” means SWBT has performed intemal system programming to establish clecteonic interface capability, and developed necessary data fickls <o tha
the EDI interface testing can begin between SWBT and the 1.SP. SWBT and AT&T arc working to mutually develop requirements where OBF/LIN standards have not been
developed. SWBT is ready for testing and belicves testing should be initiated prior to complete definition of available codesets.



SWBT STATUS REPORT ON NEW ELECTRONIC INTERFACES

FOR PRE-ORDER AND ORDERING AND PROVISIONING FUNCTIONS FOR UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS'

FUNCTION

SWBT
AVAILABILITY

SWBT STATUS REPORT AS OF MARCH 15, 1997

UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS

PRE-ORDER

1/1/97

For Pre-ordering, the functionalities are the same as those developed for Resale,
with the exception of due date and dispatch functionality.! ‘That is, address
verification, services/features availability, telephone number assignment, and
customer service record (CSR) for non-complex services. As of 1/1/97,
development of these functionalities were complete. SWBT internal testing
completed. Ready for testing by L.SPs.? Complex CSR functionality will he
complete by 4/15/97, with enhanced development to provide additional fields by
5/1/97. The additional fields include IDENT, SA, LIST, SIC AND BILL.

ORDERING

6/1/97

SWBT has developed an EDI Interface to receive Local Service Requests (1.SR)
for Unbundled Network Elements (UNE). This interface also electronically
responds to the LSP with acknowledgments (including error conditions if
applicable), Firm Order Confirmations and Service Order Completion notices.

Effective 1/2/97, SWBT is ready for LSP testing of this interface. SWBT's UNI!

' SWRBT continues 1o report separately for UNE, and is relying on the Commnission’s Order dated December 19, 1997 where it was confirmed that AT&T Exhibit 15A
is applicable only to Resale, and that functionalitics fos UNE are developed separately.

T “Ready for testing by LSPs” means SWBT has performed internal system programming to establish electronic intesface capability, and developed necessary data
fields so that the EDI interface testing can begin between SWBT and the LSP. SWBT and AT&T are working to mutually develop requirements where ODBF/EDI
standards have not been developed. SWBT believes testing should be initiated prios to full requirements completion on a mutually agreeable schedule.

Page | of 2




FUNCTION

SwiT
AVAILABILITY

SWBT STATUS REPORT AS OF MARCH 15, 1997

UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS

EDI Interface is based on OBF/EDI national standards current with OBF
definitions in final closure as of 1/2/97. This interface currently supports the
ordering of the Local Loop, l.ocal Loop with Interim Number Portability, Interim
Number Portability, and Switch Ports for the following activity types: new
connect, change, disconnect, inside move, outside move, records change, and
conversion to new LSP.

As a first step towards Operational Readiness Testing (ORT), SWBT provided
AT&T with LSR data element definitions currently supported by SWBT’s EDI
Gateway for Unbundled Network Elements on 1/29/97. On 3/12/97, SWB'T
provided AT&T with a test plan to define ORT efforts. SWBT and AT&T will
meet 3/18-19/97 to begin discussion and clarification of SWBT UNE 1.SR
documentation and the test plan.

Page 2 of 2
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el Reguimory March 21, 1997 919 Congress Avenye
Aystin, Texss 78701.2¢44
512 370-2010

FAX: 512 370-2096

Ms. Paula Mueller

Secretary of the Commission
Public Utility Commission of Texas
1701 N. Congress Avenue

P. O. Box 13326

Austin, Texas 78711-3326

Re: Docket No. 16226

Dear Ms. Mueller:

This letter responds to the Status Report on development of real-time
electronic interfaces filed by Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (SWBT) on
March 17. Suffice to say that the Commission's March 5 clarification had
minimal effect (actually, no perceptible effect at all) on SWBT's report on the
status of impiementation of electronic interfaces for unbundled network elements
(UNE). About the only meaningful information coaveyed by SWBT's scant filing
on UNE interfaces is that either AT&T or SWBT continues to misapprehend the
Commission's Arbitration Award as far as the requirements and due dates for
cooperative development and testing of real-time electronic interfaces for UNEs
are concerned. As a result, information on specific imerfaces, functionality and
order types for UNE continues to be completely missing from SWBT's March 17

status report.

To briefly frame the continuing controversy, paragraph 25 of the
Arbitration Award requires that SWBT "provide real-time electronic interfaces
that allow LSPs to perform preordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and
repair, and billing for resale services and unbundled network elemeats.” Thus.
SWBT is required to develop real-time, electronic interfaces for the same or at
least comparable interfaces, functionalities and order types for UNE (e.g.
mugration orders, "as is” and "with changes") as the Commission required for
resale. That has been AT&T's interpretation of the Comrmission's Award and also
appears to have been the Commission's consistent interpretation. !

! The specific functionalities and order rypes for resale are set forth with particularity in ATZT
Exh. I5A. What the Commission did not require was the same set of interim due dates for
unbundled elements and therefore rejected AT&T's proposed contract language. because it
would have incorporated those dates. The Commission did not, however, change its prior
ruling to require 15A functionality for UNE.
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However, as the parties were in the process of drafting the February 28
joint status report. SWBT informed AT&T of its belief that the Award did not
require SWBT to develop real-ime electronic interfaces for the same or
comparable interfaces, functionalities and order rypes for UNE as were provided
for resale. On this basis, SWBT declined to work with AT&T to develop a joint
report that would address the specific interfaces, functions and order types being
developed for UNE. Instead, the parties simply flagged the disagreement and
corresponding need for clarification in the February 28 report.

Fortunately, the issue of electronic interfaces for UNE was specifically
acknowledged by the Commission and discussed at some length at its March S
Open Meeting. Unfortunately, despite the Commission's March $ “clarifi[cation]
on the record” (Wood, 3/5 Tr. at 166), the requirements for UNE interfaces remain
misperceived, or at best dimly perceived, by either AT&T or SWBT.2 Consistent
with the Award and the Commission's March 5 discussion, it remains AT&T's
view that the joint implementation efforts and status reports for UNE interfaces
should be at the same level of detail in terms of the specific interfaces.
functionality and order types as is the case for resale interfaces. SWBT clearly
disagrees and, as its March 17 report on UNE indicates, persists in its view that
SWBT has no obligation to develop the same or comparable interfaces,
functionalities and order types for UNE.

Because of the continuing disconnect on UNE interfaces,’ further clari-
fication appears necessary.$ Otherwise, the divergent views will simply persist.

2 On March S, Chairman Wood stated his undersanding that by June | “the provisioning.
ordering and preordering [for] unbundled network eiements would ajso be operationat.” Tr. at
165. And there was 30 concurrence with Mr. Siegel's view, on behalf of OPD, that “the
award stated it aeeded to be real-time, electronic interfaces [with similar] intervais.” Tr. at
165-66. Copies of the relevant ganseript pages are attached.

3 Though there is no pun intended, SWBT's interpretation of the Award could be colored by its
desire to discognect custoners served via UNE, even if no rearrangement of the physical
serving arrangement is requested or necessary and where a purely software-based change is
invoived (as with migratioa orders mvolving the UNE platform).

4 ATXT apologizes for not having Ms. Daltog available on March 5, which could perbaps have
helped erystalize the issue and avoid the continuing confusion. On the other hand, it is not
completely clear whether SWBT has chosen t0 simply disregard the Magch § clarification,
disagrees as to its effect, or both. In any event, Ms. Daltoo will be availabie for the next
postng of this iters on March 26.
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In sum, a process of joint developmemnt and cooperalive testing is best
calculated 1o produce 2 soft landing on June | and a jownt report on June 13 which
indicates that real-time electronic interfaces for UNEs work and that the relevant
functiopality and order types are available. The aiternative is a crash landing on
June 1 where SWBT presents an incomplete set of UNE interfaces that have not
been cooperatively developed or tested and which therefore lack critical
functionality. Interfaces for UNE that are operational (i.e. wotk to support rapid,
broad-based enury) on June 1 is certainly what the Commission has stated it
wants, but without the requested further clarification, that result is substantiaily
jeopardized because UNE interfaces that do not support the relevant set of order
types that LSPs can use to move customers are virtually worthless.5

Sincerely,

— =

Thomas C. Peito
Chief Regulatory Counsel

cc:  Ms. Kathleen Hamilton, Administrative Law Judge, PUC
Ms. Carole Vogel, Director, Office of Regulatory Affairs, PUC
Mr. Kevin Zarling, Assistant Director, Legal Division/ORA, PUC
Mr. Stephen Davis, Director, Office of Policy Development, PUC
Mr. Howard Siegel, Chief Attorney, Office of Policy Development, PUC
Mr. Bill Magness, Chief Counsel, Office of Policy Devetopment, PUC
All Parties of Record to Consolidated arbitration proceedings (facsimile)

5 1f SWBT is not required o work cooperatively with AT&T and other LSPs on the UNE
ixterfaces. then the situation with EASE on the resale side will likely repeat itself, or worse.
SWBT will unilaterally develop non-industry standard, proprietary interfaces, with missing or
incompiete funcuenality. Moreover, bearing in mind SWBT's antempts to thwart UNE
competition at every level (e.g the licensing provision) and its tendency to spring last-minute
surprises (¢.g. new found non-recurring charges). the opportunities for mischief with the UNE
interfaces are immense and the coasequences drastic — LSPs will not be able 0 provide
service 1o Texans using the UNE platform if they cannot pass migration orders. Of course.
SWBT would prefer not ouly that the fox guard the henhouse, but aiso that it warm the cggs
and herd the hatchlings.
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arbitration award. We use the language
the same intecval Southwestern Bell
pecforms for itself,” and AT&T says you
should treat unbundled the same kxind of
intervals that resale has, and Southwestecn
Bell’'s response is -- appears to be that
they doen’'t do unbundled elementds for
themselves and, therefore, the sanme
intervals don’t exist.

COMM. WALSH: Never s a
goocd time?

(Laughter)

MR. SIEGEL: My
understanding of the intent of the award
wasg to regquire the same time periods that
were being required for resale and that
similar intervals were applicable, but that
seems to be the one policy issue that the

parties disagree ocn aad are having

KENNEDY REPORTING SERVICE, INC.
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parties and the es:z o
intecfaces.

CHAIRMAN WOOD: < -ean I --
I'ms not sure if 1t was exactly the same as
resale or not, but Exhibit 15 A oc
whatever, Nancy Dalton’s exhibit -- I don’=
remesber what it was; it had a life of :its
own -- had a chart. And there were a lot
of dates con that chart. And it seemed ¢o
2a¢ the reason why we did the checkup
hearing oa June l3th was that not only were
the resale things, most of which were fron:
locaded this moenth and last sonth and :in
January were going t¢ be done, was that the
provisioning and o:dering and reocrdering
issues under unbundled network elements
would also be operational. And so I don’t
know if any c¢clarification of the avard is
needed, but, ! mean, this deal has got to
work. It can’t be done by FAX and phone.

XR. SIEGEL: And the award
stated it needed to be real tinme,

electconic intecrfaces, and I think that

KENNEDY REPORTING SERVICE, INC.
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de anyth:ing?

CHAIRMAN WOOD: Do we neel
to clacify that somehow?

MR. SIEGEL: ! doa’'t think
so. If the Comaission wants to state :hac:
their interpretation of the award, tha:
generally the awvard stands for itself --

CEAIRMAN WOOD: And we 3jus:
clarified that on the record --

CoOMM. GEE: Yeah.

CHAIRMAN WOOD: -- with
thzee nods.

Anything else on this?

Again I appreciate -~ to me this
is back of the tone °f the original
hearing, at least as to AT&T and Bell on
the original hearing back in Cctober. I
appreciate that perscnally. I thiak I
speak for the three of us saying we hope
you boeth want to get into each other’s
business as bad as your martketing people

say that you do on TV. I think that the

KENNEDY REPORTING SERVICE, INC.






FILED

MAR 2 8 1997

BEFORE THE CORPORATION COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA
COURT CLERK'S OFFICE - OKC

COHPOH:TION COMMISSION

APPLICATION OF ERNEST G. JOHNSON, OF OKLAHOMA

)
DIRECTOR OF THE PUBLIC UTILITY )
DIVISION, OKLAHOMA CORPORATION ) Cause No. PUD 970000064
COMMISSION TO EXPLORE THE )
REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 271 OF )
THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996.)

AT&T’8 MOTION TO TAKE DEPOSITIONS, TO MODIFY
ORDER, AND TO SHORTEN NOTICE PROVISION

COMES NOW AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Inc. ("AT&T")
and pursuant to OAC 165:5-11-1 and Order No. 409904, requests the
Commission to issue an Order permitting the depositions to be taken
of the following individuals: Randy Butler, Bill Deere, Elizabeth
Ham, Dale Kaeshoeffer, Kathleen Larkin and Karol Sweitzer.

AT&T requests the depositions in order to develop the factual
record on issues critical to the Section 271 currently being
conducted by this Commission and ultimately to be conducted by the
Federal Communications Commission ("FCC").

AT&T was advised for the first time on Monday, March 24, 1997,
that Southwestern Bell Telephone?Company ("SWBT") does not intend
to produce any witnesses at the evidentiary hearing currently
scheduled for April 14-16, 1997. See Procedural Schedule, Order
No. 409904. The information was shared in an AT&T-initiated
discussion with counsel for SWBT concerning a proposed early
exchange of witness lists. AT&T proposed exchanging witness lists
prior to the April 1 deadline specified in the Procedural Schedule

in order to facilitate final decisions about the scheduling of



depositions. It was in response to this proposal that AT&T first
learned of SWBT’s intentions not to make any witnesses available
for cross examination at the April 14 hearing. The next day, AT&T
formalized its request to take a limited number of depositions of
those individuals who will not be made available at the time of the
April 14-16 hearing. See Attachment A. AT&T followed up with a
second written request to SWBT, attaching a draft of the Motion to
Take Depositions. See Attachment B. SWBT has declined to agree to
the taking of depositions and has opposed AT&T’s attempt to have
the Motion to Take Depositions specially set. See Attachment C.

The individuals whose depositions are being sought represent
a limited number of the twenty-six or more individuals whose
affidavits presumably will be submitted to the FCC as early as
April 11, 1997, in support of SWBT’s Section 271 application. The
proposed location for the deposition of each witness is the place
where each such individual is employed. AT&T had limited the
number of proposed depositions in order to complete the depositions
before the April 1 deadline for taking depositions.

The ability to complete the depositions on the schedule
originally proposed has been frustrated by SWBT’s unwillingness to
agree to the depositions, AT&T now also requests that the April 1
deadline for taking depositions be extended to April 11 and that
the normal five-day notice of deposition be shortened to permit the

depositions to occur on two-day notice.
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Depositions are specifiéally contemplated by the Procedural
Schedule and specifically authorized by 17 0.S. § 12. Without
depositions, AT&T and other interest parties will have no ability
to cross examine these SWBT witnesses (or, apparently, any SWBT
witness) in order to conduct the factual development necessary for
this Commission to make its recommendation concerning SWBT’s
entitlement to Section 271 interLATA relief. RFIs do not offer the
same advantages as depositions because of the inability to ask
follow-up questions and because the parties (other than Staff) are
limited to a total of 30 RFIs. Similarly, informal discussions
with SWBT on the topics to be covered in depositions will not be
effective because of the inability to preserve SWBT responses for
consideration by the Commission and the FCC.

WHEREFORE, AT&T requests this Commission to grant the relief
requested herein.

Respectfully submitted,
WHIT COFFEY, GALT & FITE, P.C.

L s

?f k P. Fite, OBA #2949

Yy M. Galt, OBA #3220
Marjorie McCullough, OBA #15377
6520 N. Western, Suite 300
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73116
Phone (405) 842-7545
Fax (405) 840-9890




DATED March 28,

1997

Michelle S. Bourianoff

Thomas C. Pelto

919 Congress Avenue, Suite 1500
Austin, Texas 78701-2444

Kathleen M. LaValle

State Bar No. 11998600

COHAN, SIMPSON, COWLISHAW
& WULFF, L.L.P.

2700 One Dallas Centre

350 North St. Paul Street

Dallas, Texas 75201-4283

Phone (512) 322-9044

Fax (512) 322-9020

Katherine K. Mudge

SMITH, MAJCHER & MUDGE, L.L.P.
816 Congress Avenue, Suite 1270
Austin, Texas 78701

Phone (512) 322-9044

Fax (512) 322-9020

ATTORNEYS FOR AT&T COMMUNICATIONS
OF THE SOUTHWEST, INC.



CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

This is to certify that on this 28th day of March, 1997, a
true and correct copy of the above and foregoing AT&T’S MOTION TO
TAKE DEPOSITIONS, TO MODIFY ORDER, AND TO SHORTEN NOTICE PROVISION

was mailed, postage prepaid to:

Robert E. Goldfield
Administrative Law Judge
Oklahoma Corporation Commission
Jim Thorpe Office Bldg

First Floor

Oklahoma City, OK 73105

John W. Gray

Senior Assistant General Counsel
Oklahoma Corporation Commission
P. 0. Box 52000-2000

Oklahoma City, OK 73152-2000

Ernest G. Johnson, Director
Public Utility Division
Oklahoma Corporation Commission
P. 0. Box 52000-2000

Oklahoma City, OK 73152-2000

Maribeth D. Snapp

Deputy General Counsel
Oklahoma Corporation Commission
P. O. Box 52000-2000

Oklahoma City, OK 73152-2000

Roger Toppins
800 North Harvey
Oklahoma City, OK 73102

Mickey Moon

Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
112 State Capitol Building
2300 North Lincoln Bouelvard
Oklahoma City, OK 73105-4894

Ronald E. Stakem

Clark, Stakem, Douglas & Wood, P.C.

101 Park Avenue, Suite 1000
Oklahoma City, OK 73102

Nancy M. Thompson, Esq.
P. O. Box 18764
Oklahoma City, OK 73154

Martha Jenkins, Esq.

Sprint Communications
Company, L.P.

8140 Ward Parkway S5SE

Kansas City, MO 64114

Fred Gist

100 North Broadway
Suite 2900

Oklahoma City, OK 73102

Ed Cadieux

Brooks Fiber Properties
425 South Woods Mill Road
Suite 300

Town & Country, MO 63017

Nancy M. Thompson, Esqg.
P. O. Box 18764
Oklahoma city, OK 73154

M/%

k P. Fite



COHAN, SIMPSON, COWLISHAW & WULFF L.L.P
ATTUIRNEYN AND COUNSELORS
LW ONE Nl AS CENTRE

VI NORTH ST, PAUL STREET

LINDA N, ALTHOFF TELEPHONE
JASON FITFHUSIANN DALLAS, TEXAY 75201-4283 (214) T54M00
MICHAEL HYRL

ROBERT ML GO LAN TELFCOMY
FAVRICK R COWIRHAW (714) 9690430
ELIZARETH HE (ISR

KATHLFRA M LaValll

SCOTT M MUELHANEY March 25’ 1997

SUSAN ) saNDItGL

KURT SCHWARYZ

LEE M. SIMISON . ‘

MARK K. STEINER Direct Dial (2|4) 764-0215
SHIREEY STOVER

PART WL

VIA FAX
Roger K. Toppins
800 North Harvey, Room 310

Oklahoma City, OK 73102

Re:  PUD 970000064

P

Dear Roger:

AT&T would like to reach agreement with SWBT on a schedule of depositions to be
taken in connection with the above-referenced docket. In our conversation carlier yesterday, you
advised me of your understanding (subject to checking with others at your end) that SWBT docs
not intend to have any witnesses appear at the hearing scheduled for April 14 through 16, 1997.
Putting aside the issue of how SWRT can cven attempt Lo carry its burden without producing
wirnesses for cross cxamination, the immediare concern | have is the impact this information has
on the need o use depositions to develop the factual record before the Oklahoma Comrmission.
The lack of assurance that SWBT witnesses will be made available for cross cxamination at the
hearing increases the number of depositions that we will want to dcvelop the factual record
before the Oklahoma Commission.

Subject 1 any changes that may be necessary after reviewing the materials SWBT intends
to file tomorrow, AT&T requests the depositions of the following individuals:

Randy Butler

Bill Deere

Elizabeth [lam

Dale Kaeshoeffer

Michael Moore

[.inda Kramer or Nancy Lowrance
Kathleen Larkin and Karol Sweitzer

ATTACHMENT A

sg g8l LE-LT-EQ
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Roger K. Topptns
March 25, 1997
Page 2

Pleasc let mne know when and where SWI'T would be willing to produce the witnesses.
We would agree to extend the April 1 deadline, if necessary, to complete the depositions.

1 look forward to hcaring from you as soon as possible.
Very truly yours,

ey Ny

Kathleen M. [aValle

KMl ./dc

ce: Ronald E. Stakem
Martha Jenkins
Nancy Thompson
Iid Cadieux
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CONAN. SIMPSON, COWLISHAW & WULFE, L.L.D
ATTORNFYS AND COUNSELORS
21700 ONF ALLAS CINTRE

1S NORTE ST PAUL S IREEL

LINMUA S ALTHOFF TELEPHONL

JASON L. BENCIMANN DALLAS, TEXAS 75201428 ) 734010

MICHALL DYRD

ROBENT M C0NAN TELECOPY
(214) 969.0130

PATIICK K COWL[SHAW

ELIZARETH M, PIOSCH

NATHLEEN M. LsVvaLLk

SCOTT M MCFLITANEY

SUSAN J. SANDIGE March 26, 1997

KURT SCHWARY

LEE M. OSIMPSON i i

MARK iU, NTRINER Direct Dial (214) 7540215
SHIRLEY STOVER

PART WULIT

VIA FAX

Roger K. Toppins
800 North Harvey, Room 310
Oklahoma City, OK 73102

Re:  PUD 970000064

Decar Roger:

I am assuming that your schedule has kept you trom responding to the letter I sent
yesterday moming regarding the scheduling of depositions.  Becausc of the timing involved, I
have proceeded with the preparation of the anached AT&T's Motion to Take Depositions.
Before we maove forward with requesting a setting, could you please let me know whether
SWRBT is willing to agree (o the schedule of depositions that is proposed in the motion? [ would
appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible.

Very truly yours,

Z@ft’._@t{;ﬁﬁ.aﬂ_ﬂ( Lo/ o

Kathleen M. JLaValle

KMT./de
attachnent

ce: Jack Fite
Ronald E. Stakem
Martha Jenkins
Nancy Thompson
Ld Cadieux

ATTACIIMENT B -
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BEFFORE THL CORPORATION COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA

APPIICATION OF ERNEST G.
JOHNSON, DIRECTOR OF THE
PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION,
OKI.AHOMA CORPORATION
COMMISSION TO EXPLORE THE
REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 271
OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS
ACT OF 1996.

Cause No. PUD 970000064

AT&T’S MOTION TO TAKE DEPOSITIONS

COMES NOW AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Inc. (“AT&1™) and pursuant
to OAC 165:5-11-1 and Order No. 409904, requests the Commission to issu¢ an Order

approving the following deposition schedule:

Randy Butler Tulsa, OK Mon. March 31, 1997, 1 a.m.
Bill Deere Dallas, TX ‘Tues. April 1, 1997, 10 a.m.
Elizabeth ITam St. Louis, MO Mon. March 31, 1997, 11 a.m.
Dale Kacshoetfer St. Louis. MO Tues. April 1, 1997, 9 am.
Kathleen Larkin St. Louis, MO Tues. April 1, 1997, 1 p.m.
Karol Sweitzer Dallas, TX Mon. March 1, 1997, 10 a.m.

AT&T rcquests the depositions in order to develop the factual record on issues critical
to the Scction 271 review currently being conducted by this Comnmission and ultimately to be
conducted by the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC™).

AT&T was advised for the first time on '1'Ocsday, March 25, 1997, that Southwestern
Bel] Telephone Company (“*SWBT”) does not intend to produce any witnesses at the evidentiary
hearing currently scheduled for April 14-16, 1997, See Procedural Schedule, Order No.
409904. The information was shared in an AT&T-initiated discussion with counsel for SWBT

concerning a proposed early exchange of witness lists. AT&T proposed exchanging witness lists
46382.1
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